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SELECTION OF CONTRACTORS
FOR
SPACE MISSION COMMUNICATIONS AND DATA SERVICES
SOLICITATION

I, along with other senior officials from NASA Headquarters met with members of the
Sourse Evalugtion Board (SEB) and the Centers 1o hear their findings based on the
evaluation of proposals for the Space Mizsicn Communications and Data Services

' (SMCDS) solicitation. The findings from SMCDS were presented on & per work package
basis at briefings scheduled on different datas,

PROCUREMENT DESCRIPTION

The SMCDS solicitation is the follow-on to the Consclidated Space Operations Contract
(CSOC) that NASA awarded to Lockheed Martin Space Operations on October 1, 1998,
By consclidating many of the ageney's communications, flight operations, and data
proceasing space operations functions, CSOC was to eliminate duplication, to strormline
processer, and to significantly reduce costs. NASA decided to compete the space
operations work rather than exercise the 5-year option of the CSOC because many of the
premises on which CSOC was based did not materialize. It should be noted that the
CSOC contained both JPL and JSC operatconal activities that ere not includad in SMCDS
solicitation, SMCDS alsc includes the former PrISMS activity at MSFC that was not past
of CSOC. Additionally, the MSFC requirement for the Hunteville Operations Support
Center was not part of the basic peniod of performance far CSOC; however, this
requircment was included in the five-year option in CSOC,

The SMCDS solicitetion contains requircments for five separate work packages, which

NASA intends to award s individual contracts. Offerors had the ability to propose an

agency benefit if they submitted proposels for maore then one work package known as &

Crosscutting proposal. Crosscutting proposals afford offerors the opportunity to propose

a meaningful overall agency benefit similar to those beneficial aspects achieved under

C50C while giving the Cantess the flexibility to prepare their own requirements, select

the aequisition strategy (including selection eriteria), perform the Initial evelustion, make

sward, and manage the contracts. Offerom were permitied to propose on one or more of

the wark packages; however, the number of Crosscutting proposals offerors could submit !

was limited by the following formula;

(maximum # of Crosscutting proposals) = (# of work packages proposed) - 1

a, cription 1vidue] Worl =y

GSFC: Migsion Operation & Mission Suppert (MOMS) Work Package, This
work package involves the Mission Operations support of GSFC and other
missions. As part of this work packege, the contracter could be involved in all
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program phases from concept studies, formulation, development, and operations

{o decommuissioning.

(SFC: Near Earth Netweorks Services (NENS) Work Package. This wark
package involves tracking and data acquisition for negr-Earth customer missions.
Ax part of this work package, the contrector will perform customer commitment
management; operate and maintan the Ground Network (GN); operate and
maintain the Space Network (SN); and perform sustalning engineering, logistics,
facilitics management, and hardware and software development.

KSC: Kennedy Integrated Communication Services (KICS) Work Package. This
work package mvolves providing communication services at KSC in support of
Space Shuttle Program, International! Space Station Program, Payload Carriers
Program, Launch Services Program Office payloads, and center wide business
engineening logistics, facilities management, hardware &nd software integration
end development for voice, video, and data communication assets under XSC
responsibility (1.e., KSC, Cape Canaveral Air Force Station (CCAFS), Dryden
Flight Research Center (DREC), Continenta] United States (CONUS) landing
sites, and Trans-Atlantic (TAL) landing sites). (This work package is set aside for

gmall business,)

MSFC: Unified NASA Information Technology Servicas (UNTTeS) Work
Package.. This work package provides for the development, implementation, and
menagement of Information Technology (IT) services for the Agency and to
MSFC. Support to the Agency includes provizion of egency wide information
ménagement services such 2a the NASA Integrated Services Network (NISN), the
Integrated Financial Mansgement (IFM) Integration program, Sustaining
Engineening Support for Agency-wide Administrative Systemt (SESAAS), the
NASA ADF Consolidation Center (NACC) and the NASA Computing and
Communications Services (NCCS). Suppart to MSFC includes applications
software, computer systems, tslecommunications, multi-media, IT secunty and
other miscellansous IT services.

MSEC: The Hunteville Operations Suppert Center (HOSC) Work Packapge. This
work package involves providing voice, video, and dats 1elemetry services in
support of simulations, near real-time and real-time flight mission support, which
replaces effort performed under the Utilization and Mission Support Contract, and
providing support and services to the Data Raduction Center (DRC) which
supports MSFC and other NASA Centers for Shuttle, payload, and component
test date analyais, (This work package is st aside for smell buriness,)

: The Source Evaluation Boerd (SEB)

b. iption of MCDS Eveluation Pr
&t Herdquarters eveluated the SMCDS solicitation with the significant inpwt from the
Centar Work Package Eveluation Teams (WPETs) provided for each work package, The
SEB reviewed the Center evaluations for the stend-alone proposals and evaluated the
Crosscutting proposals, The SEB also wes reepoasib’s for the consolidated repont of




rl
%]
i

La ]
I
5]
P
S
(|
-
D
B

L)
]
?}
—1
|
(==
I
-
T
AT
*
ol
[
s
(58]
o
et |
el
]
in
£
[y i}

findings 1o the SSA regarding award, including award on initial proposals anc

compelitive range determinations,

The WPETs performad the initial svajuation of the proposals in accordance with the
svaluation criteria stated in the sollcitation for cach work package, and, as appropriate,
provided input to Headquarters on any Crosscutting proposal affecting its work packapes.
The Centers had non-voting members on the SEB 1o participate in SEB discussions to
fecilitsts communicetion: among the WPET: and SEB. The primary responaibility of the
WFPET representative on the SEB was to amplify and/or clanfy the WPET's initiel repert
a3 necessary. In order to fulfill their regponsibilities, the WPET representative members
had full sccesa to their WPET dellberations and also were able to participate in &l| SEB

discussions affscring their WPET svaluation.

If a work package was not part of any Crosscut proposel, the evaluation plan stated that
the SEB had the ability to take a less active role in the evajuation of proposale and,
inatead, could operete as &n execulive advisory/oversight boerd, The SEB retained the
authority to amend any finding made by 2 WPET: however, the SEB is required to justify
and document any such changes, Additionally, the SEB wag required to 1) notify o
WPET before making any changes to its findings and 2) inform the SSA about any
significant disagreement betwesn the WPET and the SEB. A deviation from the
requirements of the NASA FAR Supplement was granied on April 11, 2003 to snable the
use of this evaluation proceas for the SMCDS solicitation.

c. Source Selection Statement

The source selection statement is drafted in "chaptere” to accommodate the fact that there
are five work packages in SMCDS as well as Crosscutting proposala that can be awarded
on a staggersd barie, Section L.2 of the RFF emphasized NASA's desire to award on
initial proposals Where appropriate, stating that such selections would be made after
deciding “(1) such a selection will result in the best value for the Government, based on -

the epecifiad evaluation; and (2) discussions with other acceptable offerors arc not
anticipated to chenge the outcome of the initial evaluation relative to the best value

offer(s).”

=1

.84




Cheapter 1
KICS
EVALUATION PROCEDURES

The RFF dcflned the evaluation factors as Misslon Suitability, Past Performance, and

Price Reasonablenesa/Cost Reelism. All svaluatica factors other than cost or price, when

combined, are approximately equal to the cost factor. The past performance factor is less
_important than the mission sultability factor,

Of these evalustion factors, the RFP provided that only Mission Suitability would be
point scored in the evaluation process. In this regard, the RFP defined Mission
Suitability az conniating of the following subfactors and aszigned points to each aa

indicatsd,

Technicel Approach 400

Meansgement Approach 500

Safety and Health 100
Total points 1000

Prior to the isauance of the RFP. the WFPET had developed detailed evaluation criteria
and the numerical scoring system for Mission Suijtability as delineated above, In
explaining the detriled evaluation procedures, the RFP described the eveluation factors
and subfactors, provided the Mizgion Suitability numerical scoring scheme end gpecified

the criterie to be uged in the evaluation,

The RFP provided for the evaluaton, bur not numerical sconing, of the Past Performance
and Cost factors. To assis! in evaluating the Past Performance factor, the RFP provided
the adjectival ratnge of "Excellent,” "Very Goed,” “"Geod,” "Fair," “Poor,” or "Neutra]”
depending upon the assessment of cach proposal in this area. Evajuetion of propeals
under thig factor took into considerntion the offerors’ expenence with the tachnical,
scheduls, and cost parformence of contracts involving programs of 2 similar naturs and
magnitude. Regarding the Cost factor, the RFP stated that the adequacy and reslism of
the cost proposal and the probable cost to be incurred would be evaluated, In addition,
the RFP provided for & risk analysis for the Cost faclor, which identifies risk arees and
the recommended approaches to minimize the impact of those on the overall success of
the propram. The RFP also provided that a Mission Suitability score adjustment would
be made based on any significant difference betwean the proposed and probeble costs.

EVALUATION PROCESS
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NASA izsued the RFP on April 9, 2003 and received five timely proposals by May 27,
2003. The offarom consisted of teams Jed by the following:

Command Technologies Inc.
Warrenton, VA

InDyne, Inc.
McLcan, VA

Information Systemas Support, Inc.
Gaithersburg, MD

Innovative Communications Alliance, L1.C
Oviedo, FL.

Metters Industries, Inc,
McLezan, VA

(None of thess offerors submitted & Crosscutting proposal involving the KICS work
package.)

The SEE appointed for this procurement used the expertise at the Centers and relied upon
the WPET evaluation of the stand-alone proposals submitted for the KICS work package,
The final WPET report for KICS was submirted on Auguat 15, 2003 after receiving
inputs on & draft from the SEB. There were no disagreements batween the WPET for
KICS and the SEB on the findings even though the SEB retained the suthority to amend

any WFPET finding.

The WPET applied the catablished numerical weights and produced a Mission Suitability
score within the adjectival rating developad for each proposal. To arrive at the adjectival
rating for Past Performence, the WFET relied on the experience identified in cach
proposal and information obtained on the contacts icentified in the proposals a3 wel| ax
data contained in the Past Performance Information Reporting System, Finally, the
WPET assessed the probabie cost to the Government with a rigk assescment of the cost
propoied by each offeror. On Septamber 8, 2003, the WPET, with the concurrence of the

SEB, presented its initial findings to the SSA,
MISSION SUITABILITY EVALUATION l

Scoring cach subfactor in accordance with the weights delineated in the RFP resuited in
the following ranking of the proposais:

1, InDyme, Inc. (IND)

2. Command Technologies Inc. (CTT)
3. Information Systems Support (ISS)
4. Metters Industries, Inc. (MET)
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5. Innovarjve Communications Alllance, LIC (ICA)

The substance of the SEB's evaluation of Mission Suitatnlity for each proposal follows,

IND

The overs]l adjectival rating for IND was & "Very Good" with the highest Mission
Suitability score, having significant strengtha in both lechnical approach and management
approach and significant weaknesseas in management approach. Excapt far Sefety and
.Health, in which it saned the second highest acore, IND's scores in each of the Miasion
Suitebility subfacters were the highest of any offercr,

The significant strengths included a robust approach to providing a Project Enginesring
Service Group that uszs & consolidated methodology for process and technojogy
enhancement; a sound approach for madernization of KXSC communication systems; a
strong, realistic response to the KICS scenarios; a superior organizational structure with
clear chain of command; en excepdonal approach to technology infusion and
modernization of KSC's communication syatems; & highly effective uss of proposed
sutomated KICS Managemeant Integration Systam to intagrate all contract functions; and
a superior approach for management of several contract performance indicatars, The
proposal contained two significant Weaknesses in its management approach that included
a failure to recognize the 5-year technlcal and cost plan's primary role for KICS and not
being compliant with the Performance Work Statament to implement configuration
managernent using the existing KSC Configuration Managsment Data System (CMDS).

CTI

The overall adjectival rating for the CTI was “Good” with the second higheat score for
Mission Suitability. CTI's scores in each of the Mission Suitability subfactors were the
second highest of any offeror with the exception of Safety and Health where it carmed the
highest score. CTI had more significant weaknesses than significant strengths [n both
technical approach and management spproach and hed a significant strength in the Safety

and Health plan,

The sipnificant strengths included their approsch for transitioning existing telephone
technologies to Voice over Intemnet Protocol; having & completely integrated customer
service approach; proposing development of 2 Customer Care Network Manegzmant
Center; and the embedding of safaty, health, quality, environmental and reliability in
various technical activities that reflects a proactive programmatic spproach to the
protectian of people and property, Significant weaknesses in the technical approach
involved a failure to meet the surveiliance plan objectives and support requirementa for
sysiems SUppOrling major teats; the failure to address photographic post operation catique
reporis (DED T-4) and the DoD Multi-Media Performsance Production report (DRD T-9);
an approach 1o modemization which increases nisk of ineffective and unrealiatic sojutions
to technical modemization objectives; and the failure to provide details necessary to
gvaluate the offeror’s understanding of the requirement to ensure that [T Security would




be implemented and sustained. The significant weaknesses in manzgement approach
y to perform the requirements of the solicitation based on the

included the inabilit
ojections since the steffing plan asstmed future initiatives would

propasad workforce pr
be campleted without providing for their implementation; the failure to recognize that
Shuttle Processing, External Affairs and DoD Multimediz (among others) as major
customers; end the fact that the Chief Technologist Directorare, charged with

moderization efforts, consists of only one person.

1S5

The overall rating for [5S was “Fair'’ with third highest Mission Suitability score. The
ISS scores in each of the Mission Sultability subfactors were the third highest of any
offeror with the exception of Management Approsch where it received the fourth highest
score, The proposal contained several significant weaknesses in technical approach and
manegement approach and one significant strength in management approach.

The significant atrength involved having a supesior approach to the development of the 5-
year Technical and Cost plan. The significant weaknesses included the failure to describs
any of the associated roles and responsibilities Qwest would have as & telecom affiliate;
the faijure to respond to the RFP directiona to provide technical details conceming the
telephone xystem, the lack of technice] descriptions in areas such as Intemet Protocol
address database; the lack of sufficiént detail in the described approach to training to
dzmonstrate success without Government oversight; the lack of discussion regarding
customer support processes for External Affairs, International Space Station, the Launch
Suppert Program Office or Instirutional organizational neads; an inefficient -
implementation regarding the use of its ATOMS system to interface with MAXIMO; and
~a multtude of concerns with the ISS orgenizational shucture:

MET

The overall rating for MET was "Far” with the second lowest score for Mission
Suitabilicy. The MET scores in each of the Mission Suitebility subfactors were the fourth
highest of any offeror with the exception of Management Approach where it received the
third higheat score and Technicel Approrch where it received the lowoat score. The
proposal contained two deficiencies in technical approach and several significant

~weaknesses in technical approach, managemeant approach, and In the Safety and Health
Plan.

The twa deficiencies included g failure to provide sufficient detail across the technical
subfactor and 2 faijurs to provide a technically sound approach for photo services.
Significant weaknesses in the proposal inveolved an ineffective now technology
deployment process for modernization of the XICS systems to service-based aupport; &

failure to provide a complete implementation approach for development of the sicctronic
shering and coordination tools to manage contract functions between KICS and multiple

launch site programa, contractors and cugtomers; the failure to provide a consistent
accounting of steffing levels throughout the mission suitability end cost volumes: 2

|
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failure to identity kay phase-in activities and milestones: a failure to include i1s Safacy &
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organjzational structure.

ICA

The overall rating for [CA was "Poar” with the lowest Mission Suitability score. The
1CA scorss in esch of the Mission Suitability subfactors were the lowest of any offeros
with the exception of Technical Approsch where it reccived the fourth highest score,
'The proposal has two deficiencies, significant wealmessss in tachnical spproech end
management approach and two significant strengths in menagement approach.

The significant atrengths involved 2 superb approach to logistics operations and the use
of the Performance Enterprite Resources and Financial Mansgement Systemn, The
deficiencies invalved the failure to describe numerous technical processes and procedures
to meet the requirement of the KICS RFP and the approach and the lack of detail in the
draft Safety and Health Plan. The significant weaknesses in technical approach included
the failure fully 1o address the visual imaging and processing sections of the RFP; the
failure to provide 2n in-depth diacussion on operational television, public affairs
telavision, broad band communications, and timing and count down; and the failure to
adequately describe methodologies and innovations for modernization and future
initiatives. The significant weakneases in the management approach included the failure
to recogmnize the requirement to usc CMDS as its configuration management system; the
faijure to provide an adequate description of the spproach to establish, manage, and
administer a cost-cffective mix of training and the aesociated Technical Reference
Library; the failure 1o demonstrate the ability to assume contract start rosponsibilities duc
to insufficient staffing approach; an inappropriate sssipnment of organizational elements
for work control, photo services and advanced technology organizations; the failure to
provide a comprehensive identification/assessment of relevant KICS-related risks
' asaociated with conmect administration/execution and RFP requircments; the fadlure to
demanstrate how it would meet its stated incumbent hiring goals; and the failure to show
how the propesed Technical Advisory Board, telecom affiliate, and KICS organization
will work to meet the stated contract goels of infusing advanced technology inta KSC.

PAST PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

In its evaluation of Past Performance, the WPET rated IND as “Very Good" based on Its
comprehensive relevant experience with contracts similar to the proposed KICS contract.
CTI was glso rated as “Very Good" based on having past experience to mest mast of the
requirements in the RFP and the fact the team members had performed at least
satisfactorily on current and past work. MET and ICA were ratad as “Good" based on
axperience to meet mos! of the requirements in the RFP, The WPET noted that the MET
and ICA proposals did not clearly demonstrate that nsither offerars had the relevant
experience to manages 8 contract the size and complexity of the KICS proposed contract.
ISS was rated a3 “Fair” because, while IS5 generally had the expenience to meet most
KICS requircments, thers were some concemns about (s perfformance record.
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Addidonally, ISS did not clearly demonstrate experience managing & contract, which was
the size or complexity of the propesed KICS contract.

PRICE EYALUATION

IND had the fourth lowest proposed cos! and the second lowest probable cost with the
WPET having & moderately high level of confidence in the probable cost. CTI had the
second lowesl proposed cost and fourth lowest probabie cost with the WPET having &
moderatzly high level of confidence in the probable cost. ISS had the third lowest
proposed and probable cost, the WPET had & medium evel of confidence in this
probable cost due to minima) supperting data in the [SS proposal, MET had the highest
proposed and probable cost. The WPET had a medium Jevel of confidence in thia
probable cost due o several inconsistencies and the lack of traceability/reconciliations in
the MET proposal. ICA had the lowest proposed and probabie cost. The WPET had &
moderatzly low level of confidence in this probable cost because the WPET could not
fully assesa the cost impact to the technica! approach due 1o a lack of details in the ICA

proposal.

The WPET found that all of the proposals contained realistic prices for the work 10 be
performed under KICS after adjusted for probable com and taking the level of confidence
mto account. The WPET made e probable cost adjustment of 7.9% for CTI to correct its
propoted workforce reduction that erroneously assumed the completion of futurs
initistives, which alzo resulted in a 50-point reduction to the Mission Suitability score of

CIlL
DECISION

During the presentation, ] carefully considered the detailed findings the WPET presented.

I noted the WPET report accompanying the findings further amplified each finding with

extensive datmls. With regard to Miasion Suitebility, I noted that three of the five '

offerors received ratings of "Fair” or Jower. Even though the RFP provided that “al]

evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are approximately equal to '
the cost factor,” ] determined that these proposals were not competitive with IND which '
received & Mission Suitabillty rating of "Very Good"” with the second lowest probable

cost,

Specifically, based on the number of slgnificant weaknesses in the technical and
management subfactors offsetting the one significant strength in mansgement, 1SS
received a rating of "Frir" in Mission Suitability. More significantly, I did not believe it

probabie cost.

MET elso received a rating of “Fair” based upon two deficiencies in its proposal coupled
with several other significant weaknesses and no significent atrengthe. The deficiencies
in the MET proposal were based upon findings by the WPET that & combination of
pignificant weaknesses in the MET propois] increased the risk of unsuccessful contract
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performence. Finally, I noted that IND's probeble cost was considerably lower than
MET"s probabls cost.

Although ICA’s propesed and probabie cos! was significantiy less than IND's cost, the
WPET had a moderately low level of confidence regarding its probable cost adjustmant
for the ICA proposal bacause of the lack of details this proposal contained. More
imporntantly, ICA received a Mission Suitability rating of “Poor” based on two
deficiencizs, several algnificant werknesses and only two significant strenpths found in
its proposal. The deficiencien in the ICA proposal were based upon findings by the
WPET that & combination of significant weaknessey in the proposal incressed the risk of

unsuccessfil contract performance.

Conseguently, my primary focus involved twe of the five proposals NASA received for
KICS — IND &nd CTI. As stated above, IND receivad a rating of “Very Good” for
Mission Suitabllity and CTI recaived 2 rating of “"Good" for Mission Suitability, In
examining the Miasion Suitability ratings, I noted that by assigning points ta its
evaluation, the WPET made these ratings cven more pracise, highlighting the distinctions
botween IND and CTT and better defining the differences hetween these two proposals.

The WPET found that IND clearly had the superior proposal with far more significant
strengths than any other offeror and the fewest number of significant weakneasses. In [to
technical spproach, IND indicated that it would improve KXSC'z capability to meet
modernization requirements with a consclidared methodology for enhancement and
improvement of common proceases and technologies across all communication arsas,
IND elso provided a high level of confidence that it underatood the KICS requirernenta
and would be able succeasfully to operate in & complex, dynamic, multi-customer
environment. Additionally, IND provided & sound approach for modemization of KSC
communications systema to a service based modal that included numerous innovations
and multiple realistic options for the Operational Intercom system, cable intagrity
verification systems, Yoice over IP communication systems, and Trunked Radio voios

recarding aystems,

With ragard to the menagement subfactar, the WPET detarmined that IND's superior
organizaticnal structure with clear-cut lines of communications would factlitate the
sccomplishment of KICS' requirements and goals. IND had an exceptional approach to
technology infusion and modemizetion of the KSC's communication systems by ataffing
{ts advanced technology group with an affiliate who had expertise in syslems based
communications and advanced data managemen! systems. Additionally, IND propesed &
highly effective use of the sutomated KICS Management Intagration System that would
provide for a more efficient financial management system at contract atart and had &
superior approach for menagement of several contract performance indicators that would
entble effective government insight. The WPET notsd that the first significan! wegknags
involved IND’s planning for modemiration in the 5-year technical and ecat plan, but that
its technica] implementation of modemization resulted in seversl significant strengths,
Druring the executive session, it was noted that IND received a2 “Very Good"” for both its

technical appreach and management spproach.

"
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I considersd the significant strengths in the CTI proposal; however, in
IND proposal, [ wes aware that CTI's proposal contained almost twice 85 many
significant weaknessce as significant strengths, The WPET findings for CTI resuited in
this proposal receiving & “Fair” for its technical approach and a "Very Good™ for its
management spproach. In its tachnical approach, the WPET found thar CT1 feiled to
meet certain requirements in the RFP. For example, the RFP required resolution of high
priority problems on a 24-hour/7 dey basis, but CTI propossd trouble tickar reolution
duning normal office hours only. CTI also failed to address photographic post operation

- enitique and the Dol Multi-Media Performance Production reports, Purthermore, the
WPET found that CT1's approach to modemization Increased risk by proposing
ineffective and unrsalistic soluticns 1o modsmmnization objectives. The other significan!
weakness in CTI's tachnical approach was that it lacked sufficient data 1o evaluate
whether CT! understood the requirement to ensure IT secority.

There also were & number of sipnificant weeknesses associated with CTI's management
approach. CTI proposed having only ome person ataff the directorate in charpe of
modernization; however, the WPET did not beliave that one person was adequate to mest
the requirements of RFP and the modernization goals of KICS. The CTI proposal also
fadled to recognize many of the rajor custorners of KICS such as Shuttle Processing snd
ELV. The most serious weaknesses in the CTI managemant approach involved an
unrealistic workforce reduction, CTI proposed this reduction based upon an improper
asaumption that the modemization {nitiatives {t propased would be completed early,
During the presentation, the WPET stated that KSC did not have the money in jts budget
to support CTI's proposed initietiver for modermzation.

In malang this decision, I alsc focused on the relative cost positions of IND and CTIL. In
this rzgerd, I noted that the WPET reduced the CTI score for Migsion Suitability by 50
points to raflect s 7.9% adjustment far probable cost. ! ezxamined whether the WPET s
adjustment for probable cost to CTI's proposed cost was valid. Most of the WFET's -
adjustment to CTI's propoasd coat was for s ataffing adjustment. CTI had proposed »
significant decline in workforce based upon the assumption that KSC would implement
all of the CTI recommendations for modemnization - modernization initiatives that would
be implomented through the IDJQ portion of the contract. As atated above, KSC
informed mc thet it did not have & plan or separate funding to support CTT's proposed
initlativas for medemization and, therefore, 1 found that the probable cost adjnstments o

CTI's proposal were valid,

Additionally, I observed that IND's probable cost was substantially lower than CTI's
probable cost, The WPET had & moderaiely hugh level of confidence in its probable cest
adjustments to both the IND and CTI proposais. Further, ] was sware that the WPET had
prepared an cxtensive cost report detailing each probabie cost adjustment made, I knew
that CT] had eamned a “Fair” for technical wherees IND camned over & “Very Good™ for
this aubfactor, Although IND's proposs] sleo conteinad two significant weaknesses, as
discussed below, I datermined that IND could correct these weakneszes through the
review of dats deliverables — something that should not involve gn increasc to the
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probable cost of IND. In contrast, I did not believe CTI was capabla of correcting the
weaknesses in its proposal without having a concomitant increase 1o cost. Por

e Teal taalleT-d
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cxample, the probable cost adjustment only addressed the weakness involving CTT's
proposed reduction in werkforee, but it did not address such weaknesies as resalving
high prionty items on a 24/7 basis or addressed the requirement to provide photographic

post oparafions reporte.

Haged on the magnitude of the difference betwesn IND and C1T, 1 214 oot believe that

discussions with CTI would change the outcome of the initial evaluation. It did not
sppear that CTI eould submit a proposal superior to the one IND had submitted without
1/80 increasing its probable costs to NASA since CTT had the lower technical, higher
priced proposal. | believe this decision {5 conslstent with Section L.2 of the RFP which
provides that NASA intended to award on the basis of initial offems if "(1) such e
sclection will result in the best value for the Government, based on the specified
eveluation; and (2) discussions with other acceptable offerom are not anticipated to
change the outcome of the initial evaluation relative to the best value offer(s).”

After determining that CT] should not be included in the competitive range, T had to
decide whether NASA should award to IND baged on initial proposals or should have a
competitive range of one. ] was concerned about the significant weaknesses the WPET
fourd in the IND proposal and would not consider awarding on initial offers unless
processcs existed by which these weaknesses could be fixed easily. A determination to
have a competitive range of one would afford NASA the opportunity to resolve these
weaknesses, but would take additional ime and would delay the ultimate award,

I needed to examine the nature of the significant weaknesses found in IND's propoasal in
order to determine which approesch was most adveantapeous to NASA. The first
significant weakness involved IND'1 failure fully to recognize the S-year Tachnical and
Cost Plen's primary role in managing the program customer requirements of Shurtle,
Station, ELV, and DoD for operations and maintenance, sustaimng engineering, and
aging infrastructure equipment replacement. As discussed ebove, the WPET found that
INID had & very strong technical approach to modermization and IND's weakness was

limited to planning.

The requirement for the 5-year plan is described in Date Requirement Description (DRD)
M-2 of the RFP. This DRD directs the contractor to make the initiel submission by July
20, 2004 or 30 deys prior to the POP submit. DRD M-2 also directs the contractor to
make the submission on &n annual basis or “'as required.” Given the requirements in
DRD M-2, the WPET wes confident the contract gave the parties sufficient time to
resolve the issue involving the S-year plan during the Post Award conference and/or
during subssquent mestings with IND. Additionslly, the WPET did not believe this

would result in an increase to IND's probable cost. l

J I

IND's second significant weakness involved its noncompliance with the requirement to
use the existing KSC CMDS for configuration management ~ a requirement found in the
PWS and described in DRD M-3, IND, therefore, would not be abls lo migrate all
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ement data records into thelr proprietary Program Information and
Manzgement System as if proposed. DRD M-3 directs the contractor to make the initle!
submussion of this data deliverable within three months after contract award and requires
subsequent submizsinng on 2n annual basis with updates “as required.” Again, the WPET
was confident that the contract contained adequate procedures to correct this weakness in
the Post Award Conference and/or in subsequent meatings with IND, particujar]y thoss
meetings held duning the phase-in period of the contract. Moreaver, the WPET did not
beligve the us= of CMDS would result in an increase to IND'e probabls cost since IND

was capturing 95% of the incumbent workforce, was familiar with CMDS, end would not
nead to ba retrained on CMDS.

configuration man

Conseguently, T selected IND for award since it offers the best value 1o NASA by having

the highest t=chnical proposal and by having the lowest probable cost among all of the
offerors with a Mission Suitability rating of “Far” or higher. Moreover, [ concluded that
it would be most advantageous to NASA to make award based on initial offers sincz I am
confident that IND can suceessfully and effectively perform all the tasks required by the
KICS solicitation &t a fair and reasonable price, and that the contract contains sufficient
procedures whereby the parties can readily resolve the two significant wesknesacs in the

IND proposal prior to full/:antm:t performance.
Degte




